Bull. zool. Nom., vol. 42, pt 3, September 1985 


233 


OPINION 1332 

CALAMOECIA AUSTRALICA SARS, 1908 AND CALAMOECIA 
AUSTRALIS{ SEARLE, 1911) (CRUSTACEA, COPEPODA): 
PROPOSALS TO REMOVE THE CONFUSION REJECTED 

RULING. — (1) The request to use the plenary powers to suppress 
the following specific names for the purposes of the Principle of Priority but 
not for those of the Principle of Homonymy is hereby refused: 

(a) australis Searle, 1911, as published in the binomen Brunella 
australis ; 

(b) viridis Searle, 1911, as published in the binomen Brunella 
viridis. 

(2) The following specific names are hereby placed on the Official 
List of Specific Names in Zoology with the Name Numbers specified: 

(a) australica Sars, 1908 as published in the binomen Calamoecia 
australica (Name Number 2984); 

(b) australis Searle, 1911, as published in the binomen Brunella 
australis (Name Number 2985). 

HISTORY OF THE CASE Z.N.(S.)2242 

An application for the use of plenary powers to remove potential 
confusion between Calamoecia australica Sars, 1908 and Calamoecia 
australis (Searle, 1911) was first received from Dr I. A. E. Bayly (then of 
Department of Zoology, Westfield College, London , now of Monash Univer¬ 
sity, Victoria, Australia) on 21 December 1977. After some correspondence 
a revised draft was sent to the printers on 15 April 1980 and published on 25 
September 1980 in Bull. zool. Nom., vol. 37, pp. 165-166. Public notice of 
the possible use of the plenary powers was given in the same part of the 
Bulletin , to the statutory journals, to seven general and two specialist 
serials. No comment was received. 

On 12 March 1984 the Commissioners were invited to vote under the 
Three-Month Rule on Voting Paper (1984)5 for or against the proposals set 
out in Bull. zool. Nom., vol. 37, p. 166. At the close of the voting period on 
12 June 1984 there were 15 affirmative and 8 negative votes and a less than 
two-thirds majority resulted. The following comments were returned by 
members of the Commission with their voting papers: 

Willink : ‘I don’t see any reason to change one of the names as it 
seems to me that the two are different enough to keep them’. 

Mroczkowski: ‘I vote against because the names “australian” (latin: 
australica) and “southern” (latin: australis) are of different origin and 
meaning. Moreover, as the specific names australica and australis are not of 
the same origin and meaning, and are not variable spellings (Art. 58), the 
danger of confusion is minimal and the whole petition is groundless.’ 

Hahn: ‘The words australis and australica differ in more than one 
letter and are easily distinguishable — I cannot see a confusion. If the 
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Commission would follow the application of Dr Bayly, hundreds of names 
would have to be suppressed, differing only in -is and - ica , and confusion 
would certainly follow. Therefore, I strictly vote no.’ 

Kraus: There is, apparently, sufficient difference between the two 
congeneric specific names australica and australis. Confusion may be easily 
prevented by a minimum of attention. Concrete cases of confusion are not 
mentioned in the application, and it is only referred to in the aspect of 
“obvious potential for confusion”.’ 

Heppell : ‘No case has been made that the “obvious potential for 
confusion” would be sufficient for the ICZN to lose any sleep over it. If 
we can cope with the abundant literature on both Littorina littorea and L. 
littoralis we can surely cope with Calamoecia australica and C. australis .’ 

A report on the case was prepared by the Secretary and circulated to 
the Commissioners at the time of the subsequent revote. 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

On 13 September 1984 the members of the Commission were invited 
to vote under the Three-Month rule on Voting Paper (1984)62 for or 
against the proposals set out in Bull. zool. Nom. vol. 37, p. 166. At the close 
of the voting period on 13 December 1984 the state of the voting was as 
follows: 

Affirmative Votes — one (1) Alvarado 

Negative Votes — twenty (20) received in the following order: 
Melville, Holthuis, Cocks, Brinck, Hahn, Mroczkowski, Willink, 
Trjapitzin, Halvorsen, Ueno, Starobogatov, Sabrosky, Ride, Kraus, 
Corliss, Schuster, Bayer, Heppell, Dupuis, Binder. 

Lehtinen was on leave of absence. No votes were returned by 
Bernardi, Cogger and Savage. 

Binder commented: The potential for confusion is not very great. 
Since the proposition was not accepted by a two-thirds majority vote of the 
Commission, it shows that the case is not convincing enough to justify an 
exemption of the rules and it should clearly be rejected.’ 

ORIGINAL REFERENCES 

The following are the original references to the names placed on an 
Official List by the ruling given in the present Opinion: 
australica, Calamoecia , Sars, 1908 ,Arch, math, Naturvidensk., vol. 29(7), p. 12 
australis, Brunella, Searle, 1911, Victorian Nat., vol. 27, p. 176 

NOTE ON THE PROCEDURE ADOPTED IN THIS CASE 

Although the proposals to place australica , Calamoecia and 
expansa, Brunella on the Official List and australis, Brunella and viridis, 
Brunella on the Official Index were rejected, an entry in the Official List is 
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the only way in which the fact can be recorded that the specific names 
australica Sars, 1908 and australis Searle, 1911 have been considered by the 
Commission. 


CERTIFICATE 

I hereby certify that the votes cast on Voting Paper (84)62 were 
cast as set out above, that the proposal contained in that voting paper has 
been rejected, and that the decision so taken, being the decision of the 
International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature, is truly recorded 
in the present Opinion No. 1332. 


R. V. MELVILLE 
Secretary 

International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature 

London 
26 February 1985 


